[image: Cover: Methods of Criminological Research, written by Victor Jupp, published by Routledge]

Methods of Criminological Research



Social Research Today edited by Martin Bulmer

Social Research Today edited by Martin Bulmer

The Social Research Today series provides concise and contemporary introductions to significant methodological topics in the social sciences. Covering both quantitative and qualitative methods, this new series features readable and accessible books from some of the leading names in the field and is aimed at students and professional researchers alike. This series also brings together for the first time the best titles from the old Social Research Today and Contemporary Social Research series edited by Martin Bulmer for UCL Press and Routledge.

Other series titles include:

Principles of Research Design in the Social Sciences

Frank Bechhofer and Lindsay Paterson

Social Impact Assessment Henk Becker

The Turn to Biographical Methods in Social Science

edited by Prue Chamberlayne, Joanna Bornat and Tom Wengraf

Quantity and Quality in Social Research Alan Bryman

Research Methods and Organisational Studies Alan Bryman

Field Research: A Sourcebook and Field Manual Robert G Burgess

In the Field: An Introduction to Field Research Robert G Burgess

Research Design, second edition Catherine Hakim

Measuring Health and Medical Outcomes edited by Crispin Jenkinson

Information Technology for the Social Scientist

edited by Raymond M Lee

An Introduction to the Philosophy of Social Research

Tim May and Malcolm Williams

Researching Social and Economic Change: The Uses of Household Panel Studies edited by David Rose

Surveys in Social Research, fourth edition David de Vaus

Researching the Powerful in Eduction edited by Geoffrey Walford

Martin Bulmer is Professor of Sociology and co–director of the

Institute of Social Research at the University of Surrey. He is also

Academic Director of the Question Bank in the ESRC Cenbtre for

Applied Social Surveys, London.



Methods of Criminological Research

Victor Jupp

[image: Logo: Published by Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group]

First published 1989 

by Unwin Hyman Ltd

Simultaneously published in the USA and Canada 

by Routledge 

29 West 35th Street, New York, BY 10001

Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group

This edition published in the Taylor & Francis e–Library, 2002.

©1989 V. Jupp

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced  or utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means,  now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and  recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system, without  permission in writing from the publishers.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data 

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloguing in Publication Data 

A catalog record for this book is available from the Library of Congress

ISBN 0–203–42398–4 Master e–book ISBN

ISBN 0–203–73222–7 (Adobe eReader Format) 

ISBN 0–415–09913–7 (Print Edition)

DOI: 10.4324/9780203423981


For Adam and Mark


Contents


	Preface

	1 Theories, Methods, Politics and Problems

	Introduction

	The influence of positivism

	The value of considering ‘methods'

	Methodological validity

	The criminological enterprise

	Problems

	Theories

	Methods

	Institutional contexts

	Conclusion





	2 Methods of criminological research

	Introduction

	Types of data

	Quantitative and qualitative data

	Individual and social data

	Present and past data

	Primary and secondary data

	Social surveys

	Sampling techniques

	Data collection

	Data analysis

	Cross-sectional designs

	Time series designs

	Longitudinal designs

	Official statistics

	Experiments

	Principles of experimentation

	Reforms as experiments

	Internal and external validity

	Experiments and ethics

	Observation

	Participant observation

	Observing police culture

	Observation and theory

	Informal interviews

	Life histories

	Social history research

	Feminist research

	Semi-structured interviews

	Psychological interviews

	Interviews and theory

	Data and method

	Data and method triangulation

	The theoretical connection

	Theories based on individual predispositions to crime

	Theories based on sociological determinants

	Theories based on micro-sociology

	Theories based on historical and structural intersections

	Theoretical triangulation

	Concluding comments





	3 Measuring and explaining crime

	Introduction

	Measuring the extent of crime

	Official statistics on crime

	Official statistics and positivism

	The institutionalist approach

	The radical approach

	The realist approach

	Self-report studies

	Victim surveys

	Left realism

	Concluding comments

	Explaining crime: quantitative research

	Areal, ecological and epidemiological studies

	Unemployment and crime

	Problems of interpretation

	Correlation and causality

	Statistical and substantive significance

	Ecological fallacies

	The problem of meaning

	Explaining crime: qualitative research

	Nature of qualitative research

	Methodological commitments

	Grounded theory

	Micro-macro relations

	School and youth culture

	Discourse as object of inquiry

	Conclusion





	4 Studying the criminal justice system

	Introduction

	‘Objects' as subjects

	Politics of criminological inquiry

	Subjects of inquiry

	Researchers

	Gatekeepers

	Sponsors of research

	Interests, alliances and power

	Gaining access: research in prisons

	Long-term imprisonment

	Psychological survival in Durham's E Win

	Theoretical and methodological commitments

	History of the project

	Commentary: rights of subjects and researchers

	Collecting data: researching the police

	Subjects as gatekeepers

	Research on the police

	Studying corruption in Amsterdam

	Commentary: ethics and observation

	Publishing results: plea-bargaining in courts

	Publication and protection of interests

	Research on courts

	Plea-bargaining in Crown Courts

	Commentary: definitions of ‘proper' research

	Getting research used: the short, sharp shock

	The use of social research

	Juvenile offenders: care versus control

	The tougher regimes project

	Commentary: the importance of political decision-makin

	Conclusion





	5 Conclusion

	References

	Index




Preface

A number of ideas influenced this book, particularly ideas which have developed during several years of teaching methods of social research to social science undergraduates and postgraduates. It is important that students learn about the technicalities of research design, data collection and analysis. However, such technicalities are too often treated as if they are hermetically sealed from other crucial aspects of social science. In particular, ‘methods’ have become separated from the problems they address, from the theoretical frameworks which open up particular aspects of these problems for investigation, and for the institutional and political contexts within which social research is conducted. Such separations invariably ensure that a consideration of matters of method become meaningless to students. In my experience, part of the problem lies with those who teach social science theories. In the main they have steadfastly refused to consider the relationships between theory and method or to recognize that social science has progressed not by theory alone but via the fruitful and innovative connections which have been made between theorizing and empirical inquiry. Equally, those of us who have taught students about matters of method have often failed to make the connections ourselves with the result that courses in social science research methods have been greeted with glazed looks on the faces of our students and with disbelief that such matters of methods are presented as if they are divorced from other courses of study and, perhaps more importantly, divorced from the realities of everyday life.

This book represents an attempt to look at matters of method in the context of specific social science problems—those relating to the study of crime and of the criminal justice system—and by taking account of, first, connections which are made with theories of particular kinds and, secondly, the influences and constraints of institutional and political contexts. In emphasizing the constellations of politics, problems, theories and methods it has been necessary to reduce the amount of space which could be devoted to the specifics of particular criminological theories, particular disciplinary contributions and particular methods of empirical inquiry. This has been done in the safe knowledge that there are specialized textbooks available which deal with these matters. Crime and criminology are appropriate contexts within which to examine methods of social inquiry because of the plurality of theoretical contributions which abound and because of the variety of institutional contexts within which research is conducted. What is more, issues of crime and of how it should be controlled are not only matters of profound political significance but also matters which are addressed by the state's own research output.

The basic themes presented here were formulated in skeletal form in the Open University's course Crime, Justice and Society (D310), particularly Block 5, Research Studies in Criminology, and I am grateful to the university for permission to reproduce some of that earlier material in this book. I am also grateful to the core members of the course team who, at one time or another provided comments on drafts of the course material which influenced their subsequent reformulation and elaboration here. At that time they were Rudi Dallos, Mike Fitzgerald, Stuart Hall, Frank Heathcote, Greg McLennan, John Muncie, and Roger Sapsford. In addition, Ian Taylor, course assessor, offered numerous detailed and valued comments. Particular thanks are due to Roger Sapsford for his subsequent comments on Chapters 1 and Chapters 2 of this book and also to David Graham for his comments on Chapters 3. Martin Bulmer gave encouragement throughout the project. Philip Judd provided valuable assistance in locating sources and Jean Findlay wrestled with the figures and tables while they were in production. Hilary Jupp prepared the manuscript but, most important of all, constantly reminded me that I was writing primarily for my students and not for my peers. Notwithstanding these contributions, and as is conventionally the case, the responsibility for the contents of the book lies with myself.
 
Victor Jupp
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Introduction


The influence of positivism

Modern criminology has its roots in the mid-nineteenth century and particularly in the challenge to classical thinking represented by positivism. Early classical thinking emphasized free will and therefore portrayed crime as the outcome of voluntary actions based upon rational calculation. It was suggested that individuals committed crimes when they saw the benefits of law-breaking as far outweighing the costs or potential costs. Positivism succeeded in portraying an altogether different conception of crime and also in providing a different basis for its explanation. For example, crime was seen as something into which the individual was propelled by factors largely beyond his or her control and not as an activity into which he or she could freely enter after careful and rational balancing of costs and benefits. Thus positivism involved forms of explanation based upon determinism and the search for causes. Crime and criminality were dependent variables to be explained, and the search was for explanatory or independent variables upon which crime and criminality could be said to be dependent.

There is a further, but related, way in which classicism and positivism differed. With its emphasis upon rational calculation, classical thinking placed the focus upon the means by which the operation of the criminal justice system could increase the costs of criminal activity in relation to the benefits to the criminal. The main thrust of positivism was different. By focusing on deterministic explanations of crime and criminality, early positivists were less concerned with systems of justice and more with locating the ‘propelling forces’ to crime, particularly those assumed to lie within the individual. This is typified in the writings of the Italian biological positivists such as Cesare Lombroso. Lombroso's concern was to establish, in a systematic and scientific manner, those characteristics of individuals—particularly innate characteristics—which might be deemed to be the causes of criminality. Criminals, he argued, are born like that. His conclusions were reached by the application of theoretical ideas about predispositions towards crime in certain types of individuals, and also by the use of particular methods of research to collect findings which sought to relate criminal behaviour to such predispositions. By comparing the skulls of criminal and non-criminal men he claimed to have evidence with which to assert that criminals shared certain facial and other physical features, including receding forehead, large jaw, handle-shaped ears, dark skin and thick curly hair (Lombroso, 1911). Such physical features and associated criminal propensities were not only innate but represented features which noncriminal groups had outgrown. The criminal was seen as part of a sub-species of humanity.

From today's standpoint such conclusions seem bizarre and are usually treated with a certain degree of amusement. Nevertheless, forms of positivist methodology have been influential, albeit with different foci and different levels of analysis, and since these early beginnings of positivism there have been successive surges in the changing, and widening of, criminological explanations. For example what may be termed psychological positivism also has a concern with individual propensities to crime but has focused on aspects of personality and how they interact with learning (for example, Eysenck, 1964) whereas other work has placed greater emphasis upon socialization and upbringing (for example, West, 1967, 1969, 1982; West and Farrington, 1973, 1977). The contribution of sociological positivism has been to attempt to shift the focus from a concern with explanations in terms of individual attributes or experiences to an interest in social structure and, for instance, with the way in which crime can be explained in terms of social disorganization and anomie (see, for example, Merton, 1964).

Psychological and sociological strands of positivism have each had a major influence on social science in general and the study of crime in particular. They have played an important role in the development of criminology and still retain prominence in what has been termed conventional or mainstream criminology (Cohen, 1981). Historically, positivist forms of analysis and of explanation have sought to plant ‘science’, scientific thinking and systematic empirical investigation firmly at the heart of the study of crime. The emphasis upon empirical investigation has meant that positivism has been a major influence on the development of methods of social research, particularly those methods which collect and use ‘hard’, quantitative data. (The term positivism is used here in a very general sense and without reference to the different nuances which can be attached to its meaning. For a detailed discussion of these see Halfpenny, 1982; Bryman, 1988.)

The positivist position has also had secondary influences in terms of the theoretical critiques which have been mounted against it, critiques which have themselves subsequently influenced criminological research: for example, in the late 1960s and early 1970s a number of specific theoretical approaches to the study of crime collected together under the general banner heading of ‘new deviancy’. The influence of these various expressions of new deviancy has been to minimize the importance of deterministic causal explanations of crime in favour of an interest in the role of social meanings and interactions in the social construction of crime. A radical and critical approach to the study of crime subsequently developed out of the new deviancy school. This radical or critical strand within criminology shares with new deviancy the dislike of causal thinking but at the same time contributes a greater concern with social control, the role of the state in crime control and the historical development of social structure. In doing this it has also contributed an interest in the role of empirical criminological investigation in such crime control. What is more, feminist theory and research—which include elements of a radical approach—have sought to rewrite the criminological agenda to give greater emphasis to the reconceptualization of the nature of crime in terms of the structural position of women in society and also to the experiences of women as victims of crime. The various theoretical critiques of positivist explanations have been mirrored by debates about the appropriateness of particular methods of social research (especially those which collect ‘hard’ quantitative data); by the development of methods geared to the subjective and humanistic aspects of crime; by critical analyses of the political uses of criminological research; and by formulation of methods appropriate to feminist research. (In relation to the latter see, for example, Roberts, 1981; Bowles and Duelli Klein, 1983.)

In short, the development of criminology has not been characterized by theoretical or methodological unity. There have been variations in the degree of emphasis which has been given to positivist explanations in causal terms and also in the degree of emphasis which has been given to different units and level of analysis. The latter has seen shifts from a concern with individual crime and criminality to an interest in social structures within which crime is committed and including the historical development of such structures. However, whatever the corners that have been turned, criminology has developed by interactions between theory and the data generated by methods of investigation; by a self-reflective consideration of the respective contributions of theory and method; and via issues, debates and disputes about the way in which they should relate to each other. What is more, in more recent decades there has been critical discussion of the role of criminological investigation and its potential contribution as a mechanism of social control.


The value of considering ‘methods'

Here we are not explicitly concerned with a discussion of what is, or should be, the appropriate territory of the criminological enterprise, nor are we explicitly concerned with the range of broad theoretical approaches and specific theoretical positions which populate this territory. Rather, the aim is to focus on some of the main methods by which criminological research is carried out. However, in this endeavour it would be folly to ignore the central problems of criminology and the theories which are brought to bear on them. On the one hand, the methods that come to be used have implications for the way in which problems are conceptualized and for the type of explanations employed. On the other, the problems and theories of criminology have implications for the kinds of methods that are used. Some methods of research are more useful and appropriate to the investigation of certain aspects of crime than others. For example, detailed insights into the way in which crime is experienced are unlikely to be captured by the short and highly structured format required for self-completion mail questionnaires. What is more, different theoretical positions seem to have preference as to method because of the types of data which can be collected, the level or unit of analysis which is used and the degree of primacy which is to be given to the search for causes.

Bearing this in mind, what is the value of a consideration of method? How one addresses a question such as this depends upon how widely or narrowly method is interpreted. Matters of method can be interpreted rather narrowly as being about the types of data collected by criminological researchers, about the methods by which they collect them and about the ways in which such data are analysed. The technicalities of such matters often remain buried in the main text of criminological writings or are treated cursorily in a brief methodological appendix. Either way they are invariably viewed by all except those with a specialist interest, as matters to be passed over in the rush to get to the central assertions and conclusions. After all, in his classic exposition on the sociological imagination C.Wright Mills enthusiastically and persuasively implored us to avoid the ‘fetishism of method and technique’ (Mills, 1970, p. 246). This edict, however, was not intended to warn us against all method but to warn against an obsession with the matters of method to the exclusion of all others. Indeed, a consideration of social science research methods and the data they collect is important at a number of levels.

In the first place, at a technical level, it facilitates an appreciation of the ways in which empirical investigation is, and can be, carried out. But secondly, and more importantly, it provides a platform from which to generate clues as to the credence which can be placed upon criminological findings and the conclusions which can be erected upon them. For example, official statistics on crime are collected and processed by the Home Office and are published each year in Criminal Statistics. Such statistics provide one means by which researchers can seek to measure the extent of crime in society What is more, they can also provide the basis for explanations of crime by relating crime levels to the features of social areas, such as types of housing tenure (see, for example, Baldwin and Bottoms, 1976) or to other trends in society such as changes in levels of unemployment (see, for example, Tarling, 1982). However, such statistics should not be taken for granted. An understanding of the nature of official statistics on crime and of the way in which they are collected and processed leads to questions about whether or not they can be treated as objective indicators of the level of society's criminality. Part of the reason for this is that many criminal acts are unknown to the police. What is more, even when known, many criminal acts are not officially recorded. Also, as Kitsuse and Cicourel (1963) and others have argued, crime statistics could be viewed more appropriately as indicators of those organizational processes at work in the criminal justice system which result in the recording of some criminal acts and the non-recording of others. In short, questioning the ways in which data are collected, processed and analysed provides a base for evaluating findings of criminological research. In asking such questions we are asking about the validity of particular research designs and the data they generate and use. We can call this methodvalidity. An assessment of method validity is not an end in itself but a contribution to the overall evaluation of how well social research methods can, and do, capture the social world as it is, or as people think it is.


Methodological validity

Closely related to the above is a third and much more fundamental justification for inspection of the methods of criminological research, one that goes much further than asking whether a particular method of collecting or using data is the most appropriate to the task at hand. This involves a consideration of the theoretical and methodological assumptions implicit in the use of particular methods and designs. All such assumptions are inextricably bound up with issues about the way in which theory and method connect. Two issues have already been identified as being important in the development of criminology and these can be made more explicit here. One of these concerns questions about what should be the appropriate focus and unit of analysis in any explanation of crime—the individual, the social group or the social structure. Whatever the level or unit of analysis chosen there are implications for the type of data which should be collected, for how it can and should be collected, and for the extent to which we can validly jump from data collected at one level (say, from individuals) to the making of assertions about another level (say, collectivities of individuals).

A second issue concerns the degree of credence which should be placed upon explanations founded upon determinism and causalthinking, irrespective of the unit of analysis employed. This is related to the fundamental debate about the appropriateness of the positivist paradigm to the social sciences in general and to criminological research in particular. The positivist paradigm brings with it key assumptions about the nature of social reality and about the way in which it can be investigated. For example, it is assumed that social phenomena such as crime can be treated as objective facts which can be apprehended, equally objectively, by the researcher. What is more, this is linked to the (often taken for granted) assertion that ‘crime-asobjective-fact’ can be quantified by the application of the basic principles of measurement. One typical use of quantification has been in relation to questions about the extent of crime and its social and historical distribution. On the surface, such questions would seem capable of easy resolution by reference to officially recorded crime statistics but, as has already been pointed out, such official statistics record the number of crimes reported to the police but exclude crimes about which the police know nothing or about which the police wish to know nothing. Such statistics might even be better seen as the outcomes of policing practices rather than indices of the extent of crime (see, for example, Box, 1981; Bottomley and Pease, 1986). More fundamentally, the use of official statistics to measure the extent of crime is based upon official definitions of criminal acts and completely skirts the question of what, in the first place, should be treated as crime. For example, it can be argued that criminological research should extend itself beyond legal definitions of crime to encompass the violations of basic human rights implicit in racism and sexism. (For a discussion of differing conceptions of what is crime, including a human-rights viewpoint, see Bottomley, 1979.) It is because of major question marks against the quantification of aspects of crime, and particularly the often unthinking and indiscriminate application of numbers and their subsequent manipulation, that many eschew quantitative strategies in favour of so-called ‘qualitative’ strategies and so-called ‘qualitative’ data. Both the inbuilt quantitative assumptions of positivism and the challenges which have been made to them have had important implications for the range of methods which has been used to conduct criminological research.

Quantification is often closely related to the goal of developing and testing theories of the social world with wide applicability and strong explanatory power. Typically, this goal is founded upon a viewpoint which sees research as a means by which hypotheses and models of the social world can be tested. Hypotheses are formulated (say, asserting that there is a relation between levels of crime in communities and various indicators of deprivation in these communities), and data are collected, perhaps from official statistics, to see how well such hypotheses ‘fit’ the quantified empirical reality. For example, in Chapter 3 we refer to studies summarized by Tarling (1982) which seek to establish statistical relationships between levels of unemployment and levels of crime with which to make inferences about causal connections between these phenomena. The methodological significance of such attempts to provide statistically verified models of the social world lies not just in the range of data and methods which are used but also in the way in which theory and method are seen to relate to each other. Method is typically seen as a handmaiden of theory, that is, as something to assist in the verification of theory.

An alternative strategy is to treat theoretical generalizations as the product of empirical investigation, or at the very least as the outcome of a flexible and continuous interchange between theory and data. This is often, but not always, linked to a belief that ‘qualitative’ data and not quantitative data provide more valid representations of the social world. It is also typically associated with the assertion that social science theories should be grounded in the everyday theories of the people they are studying. Within such a strategy of inquiry the researcher starts by getting immersed in the social world of those whose actions and ideas he or she wants to understand and explain. It is on the basis of such first-hand experience and as a result of data collection and analysis that generalizations about actions, ideas and experiences can be formulated. This is characterized in what Glaser and Strauss (1967) refer to as the discovery-based approach. Basically, this approach eschews any notion of an obligatory and unilinear transition from problem through theory to method. Rather, it advocates moving backwards and forwards between three broad phases of inquiry within each of which there is a constant exchange between problem, theory and method. In Chapter 3 the contrasts between discovery-based, qualitative research and the more formal protocols of quantitative research are illustrated by reference to ethnographic studies of school and youth culture. For example, in his study of kids in Sunderland Corrigan (1979) immersed himself in first-hand collection of data by the use of observational methods and detailed informal interviews in the schoolground and on the streets. One of his central conclusions is that the actions of the kids are only understandable in terms of the kids' perceptions of differential and unequal power relations between themselves and teachers and police officers. ‘Messing about’ at school and ‘doing nothing’ on the streets are means by which the kids can seek to subvert the power of others. For Corrigan, this conclusion has validity because it emerged spontaneously and naturally from the data and because it was founded upon the perceptions of the subjects themselves rather than imposed from above in the form of some preordained and rigid hypothesis. This grounded and flexible form of analysis implies a more interactive relationship between theory and method than is found in the stringent strategies of hypothesis testing.

The distinctions between positivist and non-positivist research and also between quantitative and qualitative data are easily exaggerated. So too are the positivism-quantitative and non-positivism-qualitative connections (see, in particular, Bryman, 1988). Nevertheless, such distinctions and connections do provide ways of mapping the range of criminological research studies and of bringing to the surface the methodological assumptions implicit in such studies.

To sum up, modern criminology has been characterized by the development and application of theories in search of explanations of crime and criminality and also by the systematic use of empirical investigation in relation to such theories. This book is primarily about methods of criminological research. Considerations of method are important for a number of reasons. First, at a very technical and practical level they allow us to gain some understanding of the way in which criminological research is, and can be, carried out. Second, they provide a basis for an evaluation of method validity. This refers to an assessment of the strengths and drawbacks of particular techniques of data collection and analysis, with particular reference to the way in which they can uncover different aspects and dimensions of crime. Third, and more fundamentally, such considerations involve us in questions about what may be termed methodological validity,especially questions which encourage us to address the implicit methodological assumptions in specific methods of data collection and analysis and to consider the extent to which such assumptions are tenable. Some of these are concerned with what is and should be the appropriate unit and level of analysis. Others are closely bound up with positivist analyses in criminology and with critiques of such analyses. These latter include debates about the type of data which can and should be collected and particularly about whether the nature of social reality is such that it can be quantified; debates about the weight which should be given to explanations cast in causal terms; and debates about the way in which theory and method should connect in terms of the formal testing of hypotheses as opposed to the discovery and formulation of theoretical generalizations. Such issues illustrate one central theme of this book, namely that the data collected by social researchers (and the methods used to collect them) cannot, and should not, be examined in isolation from the criminological problems under investigation and, more importantly, from the central theoretical ideas which are brought to bear on these problems.


The criminological enterprise

A fundamental premise of what is to follow is that the criminological enterprise exhibits plurality, variety and sometimes eclecticism in a number of interrelated ways and that a consideration of methods of criminological research needs to be examined within the context of this plurality. We shall use the term criminological enterprise out of recognition of this plurality and also to portray a sense of ‘activity’, that is, activity in an arena of teaching, research and policy-making in relation to issues of crime and criminal justice. This is not the place to get involved in debates about what is, or is not, the domain of criminology, nor to engage in minor territorial disputes between criminology, sociology of deviance, sociology of law, socio-legal studies or criminal justice studies. The use of the term ‘criminological enterprise’ not only skirts these but, more importantly, gives greater emphasis to the diffuse range of problems tackled in a variety of institutional contexts by a wide range of theories and methods coming from a number of disciplinary bases as opposed to the notion of a single unified discipline called criminology.


Problems

First of all, the plurality can be witnessed in the range of problems which criminologists have addressed. We have already referred to analyses which give primary focus to the individual. Four broad strands can be mentioned. One of these is concerned with biological differences between individuals and with the way in which human behaviour, in this case criminal behaviour, is genetically determined. The work of Lombroso, mentioned earlier, is typical of this strand. However, the more recent sociobiological theories, based on the claims that human behaviour should be viewed as the outcome of a process of biological evolution and that certain forms of behaviour— such as criminal behaviour—exist because of their survival function, also have a biological base (see, for example, Wilson, 1975). A second strand has a psychological base and focuses on personality differences between individuals and the way in which these might be linked to criminal behaviour. For example, Eysenck (1960, 1964), claims to have identified a typology of personality types and also to have evidence for the assertion that certain types of personality are less amenable to conditioning and learning and therefore are more likely to result in criminal and other anti-social behaviour. A third strand is less concerned with innate characteristics and more with the primary socializing groups, particularly the family, and with the way in which early socialization contributes to subsequent criminal behaviour. Some of these approaches focus on child-rearing practices (Glueck and Glueck, 1950, 1962), others focus on learning and conditioning and also on the possibility of ‘unlearning’ criminal behaviour by techniques of behaviour modification (see, for example, Feldman, 1976), and still others focus on stages of moral development and the way in which these might be productive of behaviour, such as criminal behaviour (see, for example, Kohlberg, 1969, 1975). A fourth line of research pays little, if any, attention to individual characteristics or early learning experiences which might be thought to cause criminality or which, in a much gentler sense, are viewed as predisposing factors. Instead it emphasizes freedom of action and the ability of individuals to interpret and construct social reality. Such a viewpoint owes much to the work of George Kelly and to his personal-construct theory and gives little credence to explanations cast in causal and deterministic terms. (For a summary and elaboration of this general position see Dallos and Sapsford, 1981.) The above theories come from different disciplinary bases and differ from each other in significant ways. Nevertheless, what is of interest to all of them is the individual, and they all address one central problem within the criminological enterprise, that is why do individuals commitcrime?.

By way of contrast, one of the main contributions of the sociological tradition is to focus on the social preconditions of crime. The general theoretical thrust owes a great deal to the work of the French sociologist Emile Durkheim and particularly to his concerns with the bases of social solidarity, with forms of social disorganization and with the central concept of anomie (Durkheim, 1952, 1964a). Durkheim left a legacy which subsequently influenced three broad analytical strands; first, analyses of structural factors making certain kinds of criminal actions more likely in some social groupings; second, sociological explanations of the social, cultural and spatial distribution of crime in societies; and third, examinations of the way in which criminal values and actions are transmitted within cultural groups. For example, Robert Merton (1938, 1957, 1964) reinterpreted Durkheim's concept of anomie as referring not to a state of normlessness but to one resulting from strains in the social structure which pressurize individuals to pursue goals which, because of their social situation, cannot be achieved by legitimate means. Instead, they turn to illegitimate means such as crime. Durkheim's work also had a great influence on the Chicago school of urban sociology which was concerned less with the structural sources of social disorganization and more with its ecological distribution. The Chicagoans were keen to draw spatial maps of social disorganization. For example, Clifford Shaw and his associates used official statistics to delineate areas of the city of Chicago which were characterized by high crime rates. Such areas he termed ‘delinquency areas’ (Shaw et al., 1929). The Chicago school itself had a profound effect on subsequent sociological analyses of crime pointing the way forward into studies of subcultures of crime (see, for example, Cohen, 1955; Cloward and Ohlin, 1961; Matza, 1961) and also into the way in which criminal values are transmitted within sub-cultures (see, for example, Sutherland and Cressey, 1947). What all of these strands share is a concern with the sociological dimensions to crime. What they have contributed to the criminological enterprise are questions about the social structuralcauses of crime, the ecological distribution of crime and the subcultural expressions of crime.

Such questions, and particularly those concerning the ecological distribution of crime, are closely intertwined with questions about the extent of crime and of crime of certain types. Indeed, many of the sociologists we have already mentioned were crucially involved in the use of official statistics to measure the extent of crime and other deviant acts. For example, Durkheim's classic work on suicide is grounded in such statistics (Durkheim, 1952), Merton's work on anomie and crime starts from the assumption that official statistics provide the best, although imperfect, indices of society's crime level (Merton, 1938, 1957), and the Chicagoans used statistics to delineate the natural areas of their city. Since that time there have been major theoretical and methodological disputes as to whether official statistics can legitimately be used to measure the ‘objective facts’ of crime (see, for example, Kitsuse and Cicourel, 1963). There has also been the development and refinement of particular tools of data collection, such as victim surveys, which aim to obtain some estimate of the disparity between officially recorded crime and the true extent of crime (see, for example, Hough and Mayhew, 1983). The contributions of early writers such as Durkheim and Merton, the subsequent debates about the use of official statistics and the development of victim surveys have placed the question, ‘what is theextent of crime?’ at the centre of the criminological enterprise.

This enterprise, however, has stretched its horizons beyond a primary focus on crime, whether this be cast in psychological or sociological terms, to encompass and embrace an interest in the criminal justice system. This can be broken down into specific concerns with the institutions of the criminal justice system (for example, police, courts, prisons), their internal functioning and their relations with one another; with the personnel who work within such institutions (for example, police officers, judges, magistrates, prison officers), their policies and practices; and with the social process of justice, taking account of the policies and practices of personnel and the functioning of specific institutions and of the system of justice as a whole. Interest in aspects of the criminal justice system can come from widely different strands within criminology. We can look at two examples.

One of these relates to what has been termed ‘administrative criminology’ (Young, 1986). Young locates administrative criminology in the Home Office Research and Planning Unit where, he argues, it has displaced what Cohen (1981) called mainstream criminology as the dominant paradigm. Mainstream criminology was described as being predominantly positivist in orientation and concerned, therefore, with the causes of crime. Administrative criminology, on the other hand, represents something of a swing back to classical thinking, as described in the previous section. Within this, crime is seen as a voluntaristic activity and as the outcome of a rational balancing of costs and benefits by individuals. Its interest in the criminal justice system lies in its concern with influencing the potential costs of criminal activity by limiting the opportunities for committing crime, increasing the risks of detection and increasing the punishment tariffs. Young comments:

Its empiricist approach often disguises the fact that it has abandoned the search for causal generalizations and instead adopted a neo-classicist problematic centring around the principles of effective control. Social democratic criminology with its search for the aetiology of crime within the realms of social justice has been replaced by an administrative criminology interested in technology and control. (Young, 1986,p. 12)


A major part of this control comes from the institutions of criminal justice, particularly the police, and a major thrust of the research initiatives of the Home Office Research and Planning Unit has been geared towards improving the efficient functioning of such institutions (see, for example, Clarke and Cornish, 1983).

A second example comes from a different theoretical line and sees the institutions of criminal justice, and particularly the practices of its personnel, as of fundamental importance to questions about the generation of crime at both the level of the individual and at the level of society. Essentially, this is one of the contributions of the new deviancy strand within the criminological enterprise. This strand forcefully argues that explanations of crime and of criminal actions should be cast in terms of the processes by which individuals are labelled as ‘criminal’ by personnel within the criminal justice system rather than based upon notions of causality (individual predispositions or social preconditions). Indeed, labelling theory, as developed and refined by Becker and others, was an important influence on the new deviancy school (see, for example, Becker, 1963, 1974). The issues raised by this approach involve questions about the ways in which law is enforced and guilt determined and also about the subsequent consequences for those who are, or are not, labelled as criminal.

Administrative criminology and new deviancy have similarities in their emphasis upon the voluntaristic bases of human action. Beyond that, however, there are fundamental differences. For example, the institutional base of administrative criminology is essentially the Home Office, whereas for new deviancy it is primarily academia. More fundamentally, the former is primarily interested in the effectiveness of the policies of the criminal justice system in the control of crime, whereas the latter focuses on the role of the practices of criminal justice personnel in the generation of crime. In their differing ways, however, they contribute questions about theoperation of the criminal justice system to the criminological agenda.

The institutions of criminal justice and the personnel who populate them do not operate in a vacuum. They are a fundamental part of society, its structure and the way in which social order is maintained. Therefore, to separate crime and systems of criminal justice from the wider social structure and the interests and conflicts which are a part of it would involve missing crucial dimensions of the generation of crime and of the operation of the criminal justice system in relation to such crime. Essentially, this is the contribution of the radical tradition which gained impetus in the 1970s from the development of a ‘new’ and ‘critical’ criminology (Taylor, Walton and Young, 1973, 1975). There are many sub-themes within the radical tradition (for an elaboration of these see Carlen, 1980; Hall and Scraton, 1981; Downes and Rock, 1982). In general terms, however, this strand within the criminological enterprise argues for a reformulation of the central issues of criminology in terms of social structure and its historical development, with particular reference to economic and class relations. It seeks explanations of crime, not in causal terms, but in terms of the economic and class relations in society at any given point in history; it seeks to understand the functioning of the criminal justice system in terms of the role of the state in maintaining social order, and the relationship of the state to economic and class interests; and, perhaps most fundamentally, it seeks to address questions about the nature of crime and about what, at any given time, is treated as criminal, and why. In short, the radical tradition contributes questions about the relationship between crime and criminal justice, on the one hand, and the state, social structure and historical transitions on the other.

In recent years the radical tradition has been opened up in other ways. In addition to seeking explanations in terms of economic and social relations in society, there has been a growing interest in examining crime and the operation of the criminal justice system within the context of racial divisions and gender divisions in society. One strong contribution of research emanating from both of these areas has been to draw attention to racial minorities and women as victims of crime. Such research has been one of the reasons for the development from within the radical tradition of ‘left realism’ (Lea and Young, 1984; Young, 1986). This owes much to the writings of Jock Young who in the 1970s was very much at the forefront of the radical ‘new’ and ‘critical’ criminology. Young's argument is that the radical tradition as it was expressed during that period—what he terms the ‘left idealist’ position—has failed to fulfil its promise for a number of reasons, and particularly because it has failed to recognize crime—especially working-class crime—as a problem of any significance (Young, 1986,p. 17). He argues instead for a radical victimology which has at its centre a realistic and empirically informed picture of the extent of crime (particularly crime within the working class), and of the extent to which sections of society (especially racial minorities and women) have a fear of anticipated crime.

The central tenet of left realism is to reflect the reality of crime, that is in its origins, its nature and its impact. This involves a rejection of tendencies to romanticise crime or pathologise it, to analyse solely from the point of view of the administration of crime or to exaggerate it. And our understanding of methodology, our interpretation of the statistics, our notions of aetiology follow from this. Most importantly, it is realism which informs our notion of practice: in answering what can be done about the problems of crime and crime control. (Young, 1986,p. 21)


The realist position retains theoretical ideas and political ideals of the Left but differs from so-called idealism in its willingness to have a close engagement with matters of policy and also in the centrality which it gives to first-hand data collection to uncover the reality of crime. This includes the use of social surveys which have often been the butt of criticism from the Left for being too positivistic. Victim surveys, such as the Merseyside Crime Survey (Kinsey, 1984, 1985) and the Islington Crime Survey (Jones, MacLean and Young, 1986) have been used to gain some estimate of the true extent of crime, and of crime of particular types. This is done by interviewing samples of individuals, rather than relying solely on official statistics. The uncovering of unreported crime by such empirical work goes hand in hand with the specification of policy. This includes policing policy to reduce the amount of crime, to target crimes such as rape, woman-battering and racial attacks (which are most unreported), and to protect groups most vulnerable to such crime, thereby reducing the fear of crime.

This left realism and the use of surveys has developed in parallel with victim surveys conducted by the Home Office Research and Planning Unit, particularly the British Crime Survey (Hough and Mayhew, 1983). The latter is also concerned with measuring the extent of crime. However, unlike the ‘realist’ surveys, the British Crime Survey does not have specific theoretical or political underpinnings nor is it geared to specific forms of policy. Rather, it is a large data base with policy uses and policy implications.

The details of such surveys and the differing theoretical, political and institutional positions they embrace and represent will be covered in greater detail in Chapter 3. Here it is sufficient to note that although there have been previous victim surveys (see, for example, Sparks, Genn and Dodd, 1977) both the ‘realist’ surveys and the Home Office surveys place questions about victims of crime at the centre of the criminological enterprise. These not only include questions about the extent of crime, which we discussed earlier, but further questions about the extent of unreported crime
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